While hyperbaric oxygen (HBO) is the best-studied treatment for prevention of the delayed neurologic sequelae (DNS) in carbon monoxide (CO) poisoning, its effectiveness is unclear. Human and animal studies demonstrate contradictory results, and several reviews highlight significant methodological weaknesses in the existing literature [1, 2] . Thus, we read with interest the recent article by Carstairs et al. [3] regarding single versus multiple HBO sessions in a murine model of CO poisoning. The authors sought to answer a compelling and pertinent question with a promising study design. However, we are concerned that the model used for DNS was not sufficiently reliable to adequately address their question.
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No significant difference was found in the outcome measures between the group of mice that were CO-poisoned and received no treatment and the control group of mice that were not poisoned at all. Simply put, this study failed to induce DNS in CO-poisoned mice. Thus, since the chosen outcome measure does not accurately reflect the disease process, any results are consequently impossible to interpret. Although the authors attribute this shortcoming to wide variations between animals and suggest that the study suffers from a small sample size problem, they present a curious power analysis that should have taken this variability into consideration.
Unfortunately, it is unclear whether passive avoidance testing is an appropriate model or that the mice were adequately trained [4, 5] or whether there were other flaws in the study design or implementation. Regardless of the cause, there are no conclusions that can be drawn from their data.
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